Two experiments are reported identifying the circumstances In which high credibility either facilitates, inhibits, or has no effect on the communicator's persuasiveness in relation to a less credible source. These data provide support for the cognitive response view of information processing and suggest the importance of message recipient's initial opinion as a determinant of persuasion.
I n experimental investigations of the persuasive effect of source credibility, it has been frequently demonstrated that highly trustworthy and expert spokespeople induce a greater positive attitude toward the position they advocate than do communicators with less credibility (cf. Stemthal, Phillips, and Dholakia in press). This finding can be explained in terms of cognitive response (cf. Greenwald 1968 Greenwald , 1970 Petty, Ostrom, and Brock 1978) . According to this formulation, a message recipient's initial opinion is an important determinant of influence. In response to a persuasive appeal, individuals rehearse their issuerelevant thoughts, as well as those presented to them. Message rejection occurs when people opposed to the communicator's advocacy review counterarguments to assertions made to the message. If a highly credible source inhibits counterarguing. whereas a less credible source does not, cognitive response predicts the superior persuasive power of a highly credible communicator. Consistent with this interpretation. Cook (1969) reported less counterargumentation in response to a competent source than to an incompetent source.
Despite the substantial number of studies indicating that a highly credible source is more persuasive than a low credibility source, this finding is less than univocal.
• Brian Stemthal is Assistant Professor, Depanment of Marketing, Nonhwestem University, Evanston, IL 60201. Ruby Dholakia is Assistant Professor of Marketing, Indian Institute of Management, Calcutta, India. Clark Leavitt is Professor. Department of Marketing, Ohio State University, Columbus, OH 43210. The authors wish to thank Bobby Calder, Anthony Greenwald, Alice Tybout. and Peter Wright for their comments on drafts of this paper. McGinnies (1973) reported that a highly credible source was more persuasive than a less credible communicator when a message recipient's initial opinion toward the advocacy was very negative, but no credibility efTect emerged when they held a less negative initial opinion. Dholakia and Sternthal (1977) found no systematic credibility effect, even though the highly credible source was perceived to be more expert and trustworthy than the low credibility communicator. Dean, Austin, and Watts (1971) reported that their highly credible source induced greater persuasion when message recipients were adamantly opposed to the communicator's position, but the less credible source was more influential when the issue was one toward which individuals were likely to have had a favorable predisposition (e.g., counseling against an annual x-ray). Similarly, Bochner and Insko (1966) observed that a highly credible source was more persuasive than a moderately credible source when the advocacy was highly discrepant, but that the moderately credible source induced somewhat greater persuasion when the position advocated was relatively close to their initial opinion. Finally, Bock and Saine (1975) found that a low credibility source was more persuasive than a highly credible source when research participants favored the advocacy.
Although the majority of these investigations were not conceived as tests of cognitive response (an exception is Dholakia and Sternthal 1977) , their findings can be interpreted in terms of this formulation. Specifically, the finding that a highly credible source exhibits greater persuasive power than one of lower credibility is consistent with the cognitive response
prediction If it is assumed that message recipients had a negative predisposition toward the advocacy. In this situation, a credible source is more likely to inhibit counterargumentation than a source whose credibility is moderate or low. In turn, the reduction of counterargumentation stimulates persuasion.
The finding that a source who lacks credibility is more persuasive than a highly credible communicator is explained by cognitive response if it is assumed that individuals have a positive predisposition toward the message issue. In cognitive response terms, those favoring the advocacy will feel a greater need to insure that a position with which they agree is being adequately represented when the source's credibility is low than when the source's credibility is high. Therefore, it is expected that these individuals will generate more support arguments and will be more persuaded by a source lacking in credibility. The finding that credibility has no systematic persuasive effect is consistent with cognitive response if it is assumed that individuals had a neutral initial opinion toward the issue. In this case, they are likely to generate a similar number of support arguments and counterarguments in response to the appeal.
In sum. by making reasonable assumptions about a message recipient's initial opinions, cognitive response can order the persuasive main effect of credibility reported in previous investigations. A more compelling test of the cognitive response explanation of the credibility-persuasion relationship requires:
1. the systematic manipulation of source credibility.
a knowledge of the individual s initial opinion
toward the communication issue, and 3. the measurement of thoughts as well as attitudes in response to an appeal.
The purpose of the present investigation was to provide such a test. To this end, two experiments were conducted. In Experiment I, the persuasive impact of a high and a moderate credibility source were examined in a context where research participants were likely to have a favorable initial opinion toward the message. In Experiment II, this test of cognitive response was extended by investigating the source credibility effect for subjects who had a negative initial opinion. The persuasive effect of credibility for all subjects, regardless of their initial opinion, was also examined in Experiment II.
This analysis was motivated by the desire to determine whether Dholakia and Sternthal's (1977) failure to observe a credibility main effect was attributable to the aggregation of responses from individuals varying in initial opinion within a credibility treatment. In both experiments, measures of attitudes and behavior as well as measures of support arguments and counterarguments were administered.
EXPERIMENT I: METHOD Overview
Experiment I employed a 2 x 2 factorial design. Subjects who were likely to have a favorable initial opinion toward the issue were presented an appeal that was attributed to either a high or moderate credibility source. For half the subjects in each treatment the communicator was identified prior to the message, while for the remainder his identification was deferred until the end of the communication. After reading the appeal, its persuasive impact was measured on five indices: attitudes, intentions, support arguments, counterarguments, and behavioral response.
On the basis of cognitive response, it is hypothesized that the interaction between source credibility and timing of the source's identification will be significant. Specifically, it is expected that a moderately credible source will induce greater persuasion than a highly credible source when communicator identification precedes the message. As noted earlier, in this situation the moderately credible source is expected to stimulate greater support argumentation and, therefore, greater acceptance than the highly credible source. In contrast, when source identification follows the message, credibility cues are made available too late to affect the message recipient's thought generation process. As a result, it is predicted that the message will serve as the only influence cue, and source credibility will have no systematic persuasive effect.
The timing variable was chosen because it provides a way of determining the reliability of the credibility effects obtained in this experiment. Previous investigations have demonstrated that there is no systematic effect of credibility when source identification follows the message (cf. Ward and McGinnies 1974) . If this finding is replicated, then confirmation of the cognitive response prediction that a source who lacks credibility will induce greater persuasion than a highly credible communicator when source identification precedes the message is unlikely to be due to some unknown factor peculiar to the present study.
Issue
Given the objective of the present research, the communication issue had to be one toward which message recipients evinced a positive initial disposition. At the same time, it was important that subject's predisposition was not so favorable as to preclude attitude change because of a ceiling effect. In a pretest, it was found that passage of the Consumer Protection Agency Bill (CPAB) fulfilled these criteria. Forty subjects, drawn from the same pool as those who participated in the main study, exhibited a favorable predisposition toward the bill on two 7-point Likert-type scales. Specifically, subjects indicated agreement with "freedom of private business results in the exploitation of consumers," (AT = 4.73. 5.D. = 1.39), and disagreement with "consumer interests are most effectively protected by business," {X = 1.40, S.D. = .65), two of the items employed in the main study to identify the attitudinal effects of the independent variables. For both these initial opinion items, mean attitudes were significantly more positive than the midpoint of the scale."
Subjects
The 56 participants in this study were recruited from two sections of an undergraduate management course. During one of the regular class hours, the students were asked by their class instructor (who was not the experimenter) to participate in a study of federal legislation. Participation was voluntary. The sponsors of the study were described as an external group who had sought the assistance of the course instructor to administer the study. All the students agreed to participate.
The use of a convenience sample comprised of students is appropriate, given that the principal aim of the present research is to detect the relation between variables of theoretical significance. In such theory centered research, there are three requirements for external validity (Kruglanski 1975) . First, the theoretical variables must be captured in the experimental setting (construct validity). Second, the operationalizations of the independent variables must be causally related to the operationalizations of the dependent variables (internal validity). Third, the causal relationships observed should not occur by chance (statistical conclusion validity). In contrast, those aspects of the situation that are theoretically irrelevant, in this instance sample representativeness, need not be considered. In fact, given that the present study entails theory-oriented research where individual differences are not of theoretical interest, between-subject variance is treated as random error that is appropriately kept to a minimum by selecting homogeneous samples (Kruglanski 1975) . Therefore, the selection of a student sample for the present study in no way undermines the generation of inferences regarding the persuasive impact of source credibility or the adequacy of cognitive response in ordering the observed effects.
Procedure
Subjects were given booklets containing the independent and dependent variables by their instructor. The experimental task involved reading a one-page message dealing with the CPAB (S.707) that was pending before the United States Senate. The message pre-U = 2.80, df = 38. p < .01 for statement one and t = 21.67. df = 38, p < .001 for statement two. All t tests are one-tailed unless otherwise noted.
sented arguments in favor of the bill and stated the functions of the proposed agency. Depending upon the treatment to which subjects were assigned, the message was attributed to either a high or moderate credibility source, who was identified either before or after the message. These experimental conditions were administered in both classes to avoid confounding the effects of the independent variables. Once they had read the communication, subjects were asked to complete a questionnaire that included the dependent measures.
Independent Variables
Two independent variables were manipulated in the study: source credibility and timing of source identification. The source was described as a supporter of the bill and the reasons for his advocacy were given.
In the high credibility condition, the source was described as a Harvard-trained lawyer with extensive experience in the area of consumer issues and a recognized expert whose advice was widely sought. His support of this particular bill was made distinctive by describing him as a person who generally did not favor government controls, but who supported the CPAB. The less credible source was portrayed as an individual with no special expertise, but one who was interested in consumer protection because of a job opportunity as consumer lobbyist. He was described as holding socialistic views with strong opinions in favor of all government controls.
The second independent variable involved manipulating the timing of the source's identification. For half the subjects, the source description appeared before the written communication, while for the remaining subjects the source description was deferred until the end of the communication.
Measuring Instruments
Five measures of persuasion, as well as a credibility manipulation check, served as the dependent variables. Message recipient's attitude toward the bill was determined first by administering the two attitudinal items used in the pretest, plus two items that focused more explicitly on the position advocated in the appeal: "Passage of the Consumer Protection Agency Bill would make me feel good" and "It is my belief that consumers do not need protection." Responses to these questions were measured on a seven-point scale ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree. The four attitude questions were summed lo form an overall score because they were highly interrelated (Cronbaeh a = .64). These attitude measures were followed by a behavioral intention item where subjects indicated their likelihood of supporting the bill on a lOO-point scale.
The next measure tapped message recipients' support arguments and counterarguments. Argumentation was determined by having subjects list all the thoughts that came to mind in response to the appeal. Three minutes were given to complete this task. Subjects then categorized their thoughts as either favorable or unfavorable to passage of the bill. For each subject, the thoughts listed that were consistent with the position taken in the message were summed to yield a support argument score, while the thoughts listed that opposed the message position were summed to yield a counterargument score.
The argumentation measurements were followed by two source evaluation measures. One measured subjects' perception of the trustworthiness and expertise of the source. Six items (three related to expertise and three related to trust), each rated on a sevenpoint semantic differential scale, were used for this purpose. Items included: expert -not expert; experienced -not experienced; trained-untrained; trustworthy -not trustworthy; moral -immoral; good -bad.
A second set of dependent variables which was not manipulated in the present study was related to attractiveness of the source. These nonequivalent source credibility items included: attractive -unattractive; dynamic -not dynamic: aggressive -not aggressive. These items are nonequivalent in the sense that unlike responses to the expertise and trust scales, responses to the attractiveness items should not be sensitive to the dependent variable. They were administered to determine whether demand characteristics accounted for the subject's perception of the source's credibility (Orne 1969) . If the source credibility induction was effective and not attributable to demand characteristics, then subjects would perceive the highly credible source to be more trustworthy and expert than the moderately credible source, but they should not find one source more attractive than the other.
Behavioral compliance was determined by whether subjects signed a petition that was lo be sent to their senators in Washington urging a vote for the bill.
RESULTS

Manipulation Check
A manipulation check determined whether the source credibility induction was effective. Subjects who received the message from the highly credible source perceived the communicator to be significantly more trustworthy and expert than did subjects who received the message from the moderately credible person.T here was no difference between the high and moderate credibility sources on the nonequivalent attractiveness measures.^ Since the credibility manipulation involved varying trustworthiness and expertise but not attractiveness, these data indicate that the credibility induction was effective and unlikely to be attributable to demand characteristics.
Although the means for the highly and moderately credible sources differ significantly on the trustworthiness and expertise dimensions, the moderately credible source was not perceived in a totally negative light. In fact, there was no difference between the moderately credible source and the scale midpoint (/ < 1). Given that the experiment entailed having a source ask for compliance with a request to sign a petition, it was necessary that the less credible source have some favorable attributes. Indeed, in pretesting the credibility induction it was found that subjects perceived the situation to be contrived when the moderately credible source's biography was less favorable than the one used in this experiment.
Attitudinal Response
Subjects' attitudina! responses categorized by independent variables are reported in Table 1 . To determine the effects ofthe experimental variables on subjects' attitudes toward the CPAB, an analysis of variance was performed employing the sum ofthe attitudinal responses as the dependent measure. It was found that both source credibility (F < 1) and timing of the source's identification (F = 1.34, df-1,52, p > .20) did not have a significant effect on attitudes. As predicted, however, a significant disordinal interaction between source credibility and the time of the source identification was found (f" = 15.97,1^/= 1,52, p < .001). The moderately credible source was more persuasive than the high credibility communicator when the credibility cue was presented before the message, whereas the highly credible source induced a more positive attitude when the credibility cue followed the communication as shown in the figure.
Although a significant source credibility x timing interaction is necessary to confirm cognitive response predictions, it is not sufficient. It must also be demonstrated that:
1. the moderately credible source is significantly more persuasive than the highly credible source when the source credibility cues precede the message, and 2. the high and moderate credibility sources do not differ significantly in their persuasive power when the credibility cues appear after the message.
Using the Newman-Keuls procedure to make these contrasts, the above predictions were confirmed. When source identification preceded the message, the moderately credible source induced a more positive attitude than the highly credible source (q = 4.96, df= 52, p < .05), whereas there was no systematic credibility effect when the source identification was deferred until after the message (<? = 2.97, df -= 52, p > .05). Furthermore, the high credibility source induced a significantly more positive attitude toward the bill when the source was identified after-rather than before the message {q = 2.78, df = 52, p = .05). However, the moderately credible source was significantly more influential when introduced before the message (q = 5.\5, df= 52, F < .01).
Argumentation-Counterargumentation
A more compelling test of cognitive response requires operationalizing the variables presumed to medi- Timing of the Source Credibility Induction
• -High Credibility Source
A-Moderate Credibility Source ate persuasion -support argumentation and counterargumentation. To address this issue, the effects on argumentation of source credibility and timing of the source identification were examined (See Table 1 ). The source credibility x timing of source identification was marginally significant for support argumentation {F = 3.19, df = 1,52, p = .08) and counterargumentation (F = 3.13, df= 1,52, p = .08). As predicted, when source identification preceded the message, subjects generated more support arguments in response to the moderately credible source than the highly credible one (/ = 2.74, df = 54, p < .01). Also congenial to the cognitive response formulation was the finding of no differences in support argumentation attributable to source credibility when source identification occurred after the message (/ < 1) and the observation of no credibility effects on counterargumentation (identification before message, / = 1.58, df = 54, /? > .10; identification after message, t = ].95, df= 54, p > .05).-To evaluate the mediating role of support arguments and counterarguments further, the effect ofthe treatments on attitude was determined when the number of each of these thought types was treated as a covariate. When the number of support arguments served as a covariate, the independent variables still had a significant effect on attitudes (F = 4.62, df = 3,51, p < .01), Nevertheless, support arguments accounted for a substantial and statistically significant portion (38 percent) ofthe explained attitude variance (F = 3.63, df= 3,51, p < .05). Similarly, when the number of counterarguments was treated as a covariate, the treatment-attitude relationship was maintained (F = 5.01, df = 3,51, p < .005), though counterarguments accounted for a significant portion ofthe explained variance (F = 3.87, df= 3,51,/? < .05).
Intention and Behavior
Analysis of effects on behavioral intention yielded essentially the same results as just reported for altitudes. An analysis of variance indicated that only the source credibility x timing interaction was significant (F = \5.H,df= \,52,p < .001). Systematic comparison of treatments using the Newman-Keuls procedure revealed that the significant interaction was attributable to the moderately credible sources inducing a significantly greater intention to support the bill than the highly credible source when the credibility cues preceded the message {q -4.62, df= 52, p < .01). When the source's identification followed the message, there was no systematic effect of source credibility on subjects' behavioral intentions iq = 3.20, df -52, p > .05).
Finally, neither source credibility nor the timing of the source credibility induction had a significant effect on subjects' behavioral responses (x^ = 3.64, df = 3,p > .30). However, the behavioral data exhibit a pattern similar to that obtained for attitudinal and intention responses. Subjects complied more with the moderately credible source when the source induction preceded the message, whereas the highly credible source induced greater compliance when the source induction was deferred until after the message.
EXPERIMENT II: METHOD
The results of Experiment I provide support for the cognitive response formulation where message recipients were likely to have been favorably predisposed to the communication issue. To provide a stronger test of cognitive response predictions, the effect of source credibility upon favorably and negatively predisposed individuals was investigated in Experiment II. Subjects were drawn from the pool used in Experiment I. The question battery included five Likert-type scales pertaining to participants' attitudes toward the issue.^ Subjects' responses on these five scales were summed to yield an initial opinion score. Subjects whose score was at or above the median were classified as having a "positive initial opinion" toward the issue; those with scores below the median were classified as having a "negative initial opinion."® Approximately five weeks later, a second experimenter requested that subjects participate in a study to determine individuals' feelings about the CPAB. * The scales included: "It is more important to enforce the consumer protection legislation that is already on the books than lo pass more laws to protect consumers." "It is my belief that consumers do not need protection." "Consumers" interests are most effeclively protected by business." "Freedom of private business from government regulation results in exploitation of consumers." "The only way to ensure that consumers are noi exploited is to pass laws protecting consumers." Subjects responded to each statement on a five-point scale.
* A "neutral" initial opinion group was not established because it would have made cell sizes very small.
The 37 participants followed essentially the procedure used In Experiment I, although the timing of the source's identification was not manipulated in Experiment II. Subjects read a communication attributed to either a highly or moderately credible source. The credibility induction appeared at the outset of the message. Then, the dependent measures were administered. First, the subjects completed the thought sampling question by listing and rating their support arguments and counterarguments relevant to passage of the CPAB. Three minutes were given to complete this task. Next, subjects rated their attitudes toward the bill on ten 7-point Likert-type scales. Five of these scales were the same as those administered in the pretest, while the remaining five were specific to the bill.' This was followed by the nine 7-point semantic differential scales pertaining to the source's attributes of character used in Experiment I. Finally, subjects completed the request to sign the petition by signing it or indicating their refusal to support the bill.
The dependent variable strategy employed in Experiment II departs from that used in Experiment I in several ways. The number of attitude scales were increased in Experiment II to ensure the reliability of the attitude measure (a = .78). In addition, the order in which the dependent variables were administered was altered. Rather than have subjects complete the attitude scales prior to administering the thoughts measure, as was the case in Experiment I, subjects' support arguments and counterarguments were elicited before their attitudes were measured in Experiment II. This change eliminated the possibility that responses on the scaled attitude measures would affect the support arguments and counterarguments (Wright 1977) .
On the basis of cognitive response, two predictions were made. It was hypothesized that subjects with a positive disposition toward the communication issue would be more persuaded by the moderately credible source than by the high credibility source, replicating the result found in Experiment I. In contrast, for individuals who were negatively predisposed to the issue, a highly credible source was expected to be more persuasive.
RESULTS
Manipulation Check
To check the source credibility induction, the ratings given on the trust and expertise items by subjects assigned to the high credibility condition were summed and compared with the summed ratings ' The attitude scales specific to the bill included: "Passage of the Consumer Protection Agency Bill (CPAB) would make me feel good;' "1 feel very negatively toward the CPAB." "i would personally support establishing the CPAB." '[t is my belief thai the CPAB merits public support." "If asked. I would not be willing to give my time lo ensure passage of the CPAB." given by subjects assigned to the moderate credibility conditioti. It was found that the highly credible source (A-= 30.78,5.0. =5.2],n = 18) was perceived to be more trustworthy and expert than the moderately credible communicator (A* = 20.47. S.D. = 4.29, n = 19; / = 6.57, df= 35, p < .01). No treatment differences were obtained with respect to the nonequivalent attractiveness measures.** The source credibility induction was also successful for the subset of the message recipients who had a positive initial opinion toward the issue^ and who had a negative initial opinion."*
Effect of Source Credibility
The data analysis involved the responses of the entire sample, those with a positive initial opinion toward the issue and those with a negative initial opinion. The means and standard deviations of the dependent variables for each of these groups, categorized by the independent variable, are shown in Table 2 . Analysis of the mean attitudinal responses obtained for the entire sample indicated that the highly credible source induced a more positive attitude toward the CPAB than did the moderately credible source, though this difference did not reach statistical significance (/ = 1,46, df = 35, p > .05) . This finding replicates the result obtained in an experiment using a similar paradigm reported by Dholakia and Sternthal (1977) . (r < 1). Also the communicator's credibility did not affect compliance with the request to sign the petition favoring the CPAB; 28 percent of those receiving the message from the highly credible source signed the petition and 32 percent of those receiving the appeal from the moderately credible source signed.
Examination of the impact of source credibility for subjects with a relatively positive initial opinion toward the communication issue (Table 2) indicates that the moderately credible source induced a more positive attitude toward the issue than the highly credible communicator (/ = \.19,df= 15, p < .05) . Furthermore, those who received a message attributed to the moderately credible source generated more support arguments than did subjects for whom it was attributed to a highly credible source (/ = 2.19, df = 15, p < .025). When the number of support arguments were treated as a covariate, the efTect of source credibility on attitudes was not significant {F = .84, df = 1, 14, p > .35), In contrast, source credibility had no systematic effect on the generation of counterarguments [t < I), and treating the number of counterarguments as a covariate did not have a substantial effect on the credibility-attitude relationship (F = 6.88, df= 1.14. p = .02). Finally, the source's credibility did not have a significant influence on subject's response to the request to sign the petition (x^ = 1.55, df = I, p> .20). although compliance was somewhat greater in response to the moderately credible source (56 percent) than to the highly credible communicator (25 percent). These findings essentially replicate the results reported for the treatment where source identification preceded the message in Expetiment I.
These analyses were repeated for message recipients who had a relatively negative initial opinion toward the communication issue. Consistent with the findings reported in most previous credibility main effect studies, the highly credible source induced a more positive attitude toward his advocacy than did the less credible communicator (/ = 3.14, df = 18, p < .01). However, source credibility did not have a systematic effect on either counterargument (/ < 1) or support argument (/ < 1) generation. And, treating the number of thoughts as a covariate did not affect the credibility-attitude relationship which was significant whether support arguments (f = 8.53, df = 1,17, p = .01) or counterarguments {F = 9.35. df= 1.17. p < .01) served as the covariate. Furthermore, credibility did not systematically affect compliance (x= \.QS, df= ] ,p> .20), although those receiving the communication from the highly credible source showed a greater tendency to sign the petition than those who received it from ihe less credible source (30 percent versus 10 percent).
DISCUSSION
Three major findings emerge from these experiments. First, when message recipients were favorably predisposed to an issue and the communicator was identified prior to the message, the moderately credible source induced more agreement and support argumentation than did the highly credible communicator. This result was obtained in both Experiments I and II. Second, when the source was identified after the message, credibility had no systematic effect on attitudes, support argumentation, or counterargumentation (Experiment I). Third, when message recipients were negatively predisposed to the communication issue, the highly credible source induced more agreement than the less credible communicator (Experiment II). though source credibility did not affect thought generation.
These results generally support the cognitive response predictions. In cognitive response terms, the moderate credibility source induced greater positive attitude and support argumentation when identified at the outset of the communication, presumably because message recipients felt a need to bolster support for a position they favored when the communicator was of questionable credibility. They felt less inclined to engage in this cognitive work when a highly credible source was presenting a favored position. In contrast, there was no source credibility effect when source identification followed the message because the credibility cue was made available too late to mediate the thought generation process.
The failure to observe a significant effect of source credibility on counterargumentation in both of the timing conditions examined in Experiment I is predicted by the cognitive response position. Because subjects had a favorable disposition toward the issue, it was anticipated that the source credibility cue would have its predominant effect on support argumentation rather than counterargumentation. The superior persuasive power of the highly credible source when message recipients were initially opposed to the advocacy is also predicted by cognitive response. In this situation, a highly credible source serves to inhibit counterargumentation, whereas a less credible source facilitates it.
Also of interest is the finding (Experiment II) that source credibility has a systematic effect on thought generation and on attitudes when subjects are categorized by their initial opinion, but not when the responses of these groups are aggregated. This result may explain the failure to observe a source credibility effect in a previous investigation conducted by Dholakia and Sternthal (1977) using a paradigm similar to that in the present study. By aggregating the responses from subjects differing in initial opinion, Dholakia and Stemthal may have washed out the credibility effect.
Despite the general support for the cognitive response formation, several findings are at odds with the predictions made from this theory. One pertains to the effect of the independent variables on message recipient's compliance with the request to sign the petition favoring the bill. Although the compliance data were in the same direction as the other measures of persuasion in both experiments, source credibility did not have a statistically significant effect on an individual's behavioral response. This result is not only inconsistent with the cognitive response prediction, but it questions the importance of the source credibility variable when consumer's behavioral response is of focal concern. However, before it is concluded that source credibility does not have a systematic effect on behavior, or that cognitive response does not order this effect, the negative finding must be demonstrated in situations where the communicator's attributes are highly salient to message recipients. The present investigation does not provide such a test. Salience of the source credibility may be achieved by presenting the communicator in person. Indeed, when this approach was used, source credibility did have a significant effect on behavior (Brock 1965; Woodside and Davenport 1976) .
The finding (Experiment II) that individuals exposed to the moderately credible source who were negatively predisposed to the issue did not generate significantly more counterarguments than those receiving the message from the highly credible source is also inconsistent with cognitive response. This result may be attributable to the fact that subjects in the moderate credibility-negative initial opinion condition were unable to generate a substantial number of counterarguments because of their lack of familiarity with the issue. Thus, while they exhibited a less favorable attitude toward the bill when source credibility was moderate, they were unable to verbalize many thoughts related to that disposition.
Finally, although the credibility treatment has a substantial effect on the thoughts generated by subjects in Experiment I. contrary to the cognitive response prediction, treating thoughts as a eovariate still resulted in a significant credibility-attitude relationship. This finding may be attributable to thought samples being affected by the attitude and intention dependent measures which preceded them. Support for this contention emerges from the analysis of responses from those who were favorably predisposed to the message issue in Experiment II. In this instance, thought samples were generated before other dependent measures. When this procedure was followed, treating support arguments as a covariate yielded a nonsignificant source credibility effect on attitude, as predicted by cognitive response. This finding suggests that thought sampling measures should be administered prior to other dependent measures in future tests of cognitive response (cf. Wright 1977) .
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